This study examined the interpretation of English anaphora by native Spanish speakers and potential tansfer of Spanish pragmatic and lexical requirements into English. It further evaluated whether appropriate contextual information might prime the prefened English interpretation of such constructions. Pragmatic and lexical rules goveming co-indexation in Spanish and English anaphora constructions differ substantially and operate quite differently in the two languages. Spanish pragmatic rules require obligatory disjoint reference for subject pronominals in finite complement subjunctive clauses and pre-posed adjunct clauses. The lexical properties of verbs and anaphora in reflexive, reciprocal, and intransitive constructions in Spanish require obligatory retention of the anaphora element. English has no such pragmatic or lexical requirements. The study appraised the effects of the different pragmatic co-indexation requirements and different lexical requirements on the interpretation of English anaphora by native Spanish speakers. An act-out task, a conesponding written task, and a grammaticality judgement task in English were administered to adult native English speakers and adult native Spanish speakers categorized as intermediate and advanced learners of English. Subjects were instructed to match pronomrnals with appropriate referents in English subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts. They were further required to judge the acceptabilrty of sentences containing anaphora elements in English reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives. Results indicated that subjects in general ignored pragmatic and lexical requirements of the first language in favour of the second language requirements governing anaphora. Less proficient subjects apparently encountered some processing difficulty when interpretation of sentences with anaphora was required within limited time constraints. The use of contextual information was also evident in the interpretation of some constructions.
l.Introduction
The term 'anaphora' is generally used to refer to a form whose interpretation is dependent on a referent that is present in the same sentence or is mentioned in a preceding discourse. For an accurate interpretation of anaphora, language users may have to tap into a linguistic system of interactive components. The choice of antecedent is dependent on syntactic, lexical, pragmatic, and discourse knowledge of how these constructions work in different ' I wish to acknowledge the invaluable help of my research assistant, Hiromi Pat Noda, in running the experiments and statistically analyzing the data. DOI: 10.1075/prag.12.3.05fin languages. This study examined the interpretation ofEnglish anaphoraby Spanish speakers, to determine whether adult native Spanish speakers would inappropriately transfer the pragmatic and lexical requirements governing Spanish anaphora into English. The study focused on two specific issues. It explored the possibility of adults transferring the pragmatic requirements governing co-indexation of pronominals in subjunctives and preposed adjuncts in their Ll (Spanish) -a 'pragmatic' language -in the interpretation of similar constructions in L2 (English) -a 'syntactic' language. These issues were addressed in an act-out task and a corresponding written task. The possible use of contextual information in priming the preferred English interpretation of pronominals was also explored in these tasks. The study in addition examined the significantly different lexical requirements for verbs and anaphora elements in reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives in Ll (Spanish) and L2 (English) and the possible transfer of Ll lexical requirements in the interpretation ofthese constructions in L2. These issues were addressed in a grammaticality judgement task.
The interpretation of anaphora is dependent on the knowledge of the different processing components including syntactic, lexical, pragmatic, and discourse elements. This study attempts to account for anaphoric relationships both within and beyond the sentential level; results may therefore have important implications not only forresearchers working on language acquisition but also for those working within semantic/pragmatic, lexical, and discourse frameworks.
The paper first presents the structural requirements of the binding theory (section 2) followed by a discussion of general pragmatic constraints that further restrict the coindexation requirements of anaphora in 'pragmatic' languages including Spanish but not in 'syntactic' languages like English (section 3). Next the paper discusses lexical requirements in the interpretation of anaphora, including the lexical differences in the properties of verbs and anaphora elements used in reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives in Spanish and English (section 4). A description of the study (including the experiments) follows in section 5. In this section, the paper argues for the establishment ofpragmatic and lexical requirements in L1 (Spanish) and the possibility of transfer of such requirements in L2 (English). Possible use of contextual informationby L2learners is partly evaluated as well. Section 6 provides information on the subjects used in the study, followed by a presentation and discussion of results of the study in section 7. Conclusion remarks, presented in section 8, include a summary and limitations of the study, as well as suggestions for future research.
The binding theory and the interpretation of pronominals
Principles of the Binding Theory (BT), according to the standard Government and Binding approach, outline syntactic (structural) requirements constraining the choice ofreferents for anaphora. A pronominal is required to be free within its local domain -the minimal clause containing the pronominal. Further, the referent, selected from outside this domain, should not be preceded and c-commanded by the pronominal. This condition generally holds in English: 1) he*i7*14. said that John' telephoned his friend;.
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2) Before he,,,^ left, John; telephoned his friend,.
In (l), the pronominal both precedes and c-commands the matrix NPs John and his friend. The BT rules out co-indexation with either of these NPs. The antecedent has to be an external referent. In (2), the pronominal in the pre-posed adverbial (adjunct) clause precedes but does not c-command the lexical NPs -Ioln and his friend. The BT does not rule out co-indexation with either of these NPs or with an external NP. Constraints on binding in English, to a large extent, are structural. In Spanish subjunctive and pre-posed adjunct constructions, however, pragmatic constraints may further restrict the application of the BT on pronominals. Thus Spanish speakers may transfer such constraints in the interpretation of similar constructions in English, a language with few, if any, pragmatic requirements in anaphoric relationships.
3. Pragmatic constraints and the interpretation of anaphora 3.1. 'Pragmatic' vs. 'syntactic' Ianguages in the interpretation of anaphora Anumber ofresearchers (Dalrymple 1993; Huang 2000; Lujan 1985 Lujan , 1986 Padilla 1990; Wexler & Manzini 1987) have proposed that determining the referent(s) of anaphora in Spanish as well as in a number of languages is dependent not only on syntactic constraints but also on pragmatically specified restrictions governing co-indexing. What constitutes a local domain may be determined by pragmatic properties, which differ from language to language, and from one construction to another. Huang (2000) argues for a Neo-Gricean pragmatic theory of anaphora in which constraints on co-indexation are pragmatically motivated. Languages do vary however in the extent to which pragmatics plays a role in sentence interpretation. Huang classifies some languages as 'pragmatic' languages (e.g. Chinese, Japanese, Korean) since constraints on anaphora are to a large extent determined not only by pre-determined structural constraints but also by language use. Characteristics of prototypical pragmatic languages include (Huang 2000: 262) "massive occurrence of zero anaphors, existence ofpragmatic zero anaphors or empty pragmatic categories, [and] pragmatic obligatory control .,,". Languages iike English, French, and German, which lack these properties, are considered prototypical syntactic languages. A number of studies have thus contended that obligatorily bound or disjoint interpretation of anaphora in a number of languages may be associated not only with slmtactic (structural) requirements but also with specifrc pragmatic properties of the anaphoric elements or the structures in which they 0ccur.
Pragmatic constraints in the interpretation of pronominals in subjunctive constructions
One such'pragmatic' language is proposed to be Icelandic. Wexler & Manzini (1987) and Huang (2000) propose that binding constraints for reflexives in Icelandic are pragmatically determined -by the mood of the sentence: Indicative or Subjunctive. Huang argues that the speaker's attitude towards the truth condition of the sentence determines the choice of anaphora and constraints on the binding domain: Whether the speaker asserts that the statement is true (indicative) or does not take responsibility for the truth condition of the sentence (subjunctive). The binding domain for the reflexive srg is the minimal finite indicative clause. For example (Wexler & Manzini 1987): 3) a.
- Huang (2000) , binding domains for indicative and subjunctive constructions in Spanish are arguably restricted by pragmatic constraints as well. These constraints however do not apply in a'syntactic' language like English. In the following English sentence:
5) John demands that he visit the museum the pronominal he could refer to John or to any other male though John would likely be the preferred referent in English. In the following Spanish examples, the null pronominal (pro) in (6) has free co-reference. It could select a referent from the sentence, such as Juan, or from a preceding discourse. In (7), the null pronominal is prohibited from being co-referent with the matrix subject Juan. ln (7a), Juan wants someone other than himself to keep the secret, and in (7b) Juan wants someone other than himself to accept the task (Padilla 1990 Subjunctive constructions, on the other hand, are sometimes used to express speech acts such as desires, requests, commands, ffid prohibition, as in (7). A pronominal in such constructions could have a matrix subject as co-referent in a non-null pronominal language like English, and stress may be used to signal a disjoint interpretation of the pronominal. That is, stress could be used to resolve a potential ambiguity. For languages in which a null pronominal is used in such constructions, potential ambiguity could be reduced or eliminated by imposing disjoint interpretation of the null pronominal. That is, the interpretation of pronominals in some Spanish subjunctive constructions may be constrained by a pragmatic requirement that a null pronominal subject in an embedded clause be obligatorily disjoint from the subject of the matrix clause.2 Pragmatic constraints thus play a more prominent role in languages with an abundance of zero anaphors, including Spanish, possibly to resolve ambiguities associated with zero anaphors. In languages like English, which utilize a lot more overt anaphors, co-indexation of anaphora tends to be more structure dependent.
3,3. Pragmatic constraints in the interpretation of pronominals in pre-posed adjunct clauses
In Spanish, a pronominal (overt or null) in a finite post-posed adjunct clause could be coindexed with a matrix subject or object, or an external referent in accordance with the BT though a disjoint interpretation is preferred for a null pronominal. A pragmatic constraint however restricts co-indexation requirements for a pre-posed lexical subject pronominal: It has to be obligatorily disjoint from the subject NP in the following matrix clause, as is the case in (10):
Juan; no bebe cuando 614 trabaja "Juan doesn't drink when he works" Cuando pro'o trabaja, Juanl no bebe "When he works Juan doesn't drink" Si pro,o no duerme, Anq se irrita "If she doesn't sleep Ana gets irritated" Cuando 6l-rttrabaja, Juan; no bebe "When he works, Juan doesn't drink" Si ella-u, no duerme, Ana se irrita If she doesn't sleep Ana gets irritated In (10a), the pronominal he could refer to Juan or any other male though Juan is the prefened choice in English. In Spanish, it has to refer to any male except Juan. In ( 1 0b), the pronominal she could refer to Ana or any other female though Ana is the preferred choice in English. In Spanish, it has to refer to any female except Ana. A major difference however between English and Spanish is that the pronominal is always explicitly required in English but may be implied (i.e. null) in Spanish. When the pronominal is null in Spanish, the restriction does not apply. For example: 11)a. b.
Cuando trabaja, Juanino bebe "When (he) works Juan doesn't drink" Si no duerme, Ana se irrita "If (she) doesn't sleep Ana gets irritated"
The explicit use of the pronominal in a pre-posed adjunct clause, compared to when the pronominal is implied, is a pragmatic indication that emphasis or contrast is desired. Huang (2000) proposes that the principles of emphaticness or contrastiveness could influence the interpretation of anaphora. He identifies two categories of languages: Those that do not distinguish between emphatics and anaphora -Finno-Ugnc, Semitic, and Turkic languages -and those that do -Germanic (excluding English), Romance, and Slavic languages. In the latter, he asserts that emphaticness or contrastiveness could trigger some semanticopragmatic conditions that emphasis or contrast is desired. He argues that the use of overt or nuil pronominals is related to these principles. The use of an overt pronoun is an indication of emphaticness or contrastiveness and that this is prevalent in a number ofNull Pronominal Languages (NPL). In such languages, a pronominal is generally null but is used overtly to signal emphasis or contrastiveness. This is applied in a number of languages includingArabic, Bengali, Catalan, Chinese,Italian, Korean, Polish, Spanish, Swahili, and Turkish (Huang 2000: 232) .
The principles of Emphaticness and Contrastiveness, according to Huang, stem from the more general principles of Overt Pronoun Constraint (Montalbetti 1984) and the Condition on Arbitrary Pronominals (Jaeggli 1986 ). The Overt Pronoun Constraint prohibits an overt pronominal from being linked to an antecedent if it occurs in a position where it could alternate with a null pronominal. The Condition of Arbitrary Pronominals prohibits a pronominal from being arbitrary in reference if it occurs in a position where it could alternate with a null pronominal.
Thus, the use of an overt pronominal in Spanish as in (10) is a signal that a disjoint interpretation is intended. This is triggered by a pragmatic constraint that when a pronominal is used explicitly in a pre-posed adjunct clause, the desired interpretation is different from the interpretation when the pronominal is implied. AsimilarviewisexpressedbyLujan(1985 AsimilarviewisexpressedbyLujan( , 1986 whoproposesthatNullPronominal Languages QtIPLs) (including Spanish, Italian, Portuguese, Malayalam, Chinese, and Japanese) invoke a condition that blocks co-indexation between a pre-posed lexical pronominal and a following lexical NP subject. Selection of a matrix object antecedent in the same structure, though questionable, is not ungrammatical: l2) ?Cuando no lo invitan a 6l', Juan' se ofende When they don't invite him,, Juani takes offense According to Lujan (1985 Lujan ( , 1986 , lexical pronominals in NPLs are contrastive and are always stressed in positions where they may alternate with null pronominals. This is similar to contrastive stress in non-NPLs with an unstressed pronoun coffesponding to a null pronoun in MLs. Lujan proposes a Universal Precedence Constraint that stressed pronouns cannot precede their antecedents where they may alternate with null or unstressed pronouns. A subject pronominal in NPLs is generally omitted unless it has the same functions as a stressed pronominal in non-NPLs where contrastive stress would result in a preferred disjoint reference from the matrix subject NP. When a lexical pronominal occurs in positions where no alternation is allowed with a null pronominal (e.g. conjoined NPs, object of prepositions, etc.), obligatory disjoint interpretation with the subject is not required even if the pronominal precedes the antecedent: l3) Cuando 61u, y su mujer trabajan, Juani no bebe -Cuardo Dro v su muier trabaian. Juan no bebe When he and-his wif-e work. Juan doesn't drink
The choice of antecedent in anaphora constructions in a number of languages is thus determined, to some extent, by pragmatic properties associated with the anaphora construction. In English, for example, pronominals are always overt with only one lexical form associated with each gender. lnterpretation ofthe pronominal, when unstressed, is free though the matrix subject is generally the preferred antecedent. Stress is sometimes assigned on the pronominal as an indication that an unlikely antecedent -a non-subject or one mentioned in preceding discourse -is intended. Other languages (including Spanish) have different representations of anaphora elements or specific anaphora constructions associated with different pragmatic properties. The factors that induce obligatory disjoint interpretation are pragmatic constraints, which, as Lujan points out, operate at the discourse level.
4. Lexical requirements in the interpretation of anaphora 4.1, Lexicol properties of anaphoric elements and constraints on co-indexation In addition to structural and pragmatic differences in the interpretation of anaphora, languages may further differ in the lexical properties associated with the anaphora element or with the verbs used in the construction. This has prompted some researchers (Borer 1984; Wexler &Manzini 1987) to conclude that parametric variation across languages may be associated not with particular structures across languages but with particular lexical items within languages.
The Norwegian reflexive has two lexical representations: ham selv, which must be bound to a non-subject, and seg selv, which, in contrast, must be bound to the surface subject (Dalrymple 1 993 (1986) to occurbetweentheweakpronoun o and the strong pronoun oun in Yoruba. The weak but not the strong pronoun must be disjoint from subjects in finite and non-finite clauses Replacing the weak pronoun with the strong one in Yoruba would induce the choice of the subordinate subject as antecedent:
Segun' so pe Tunde; ro pe q*i/*j/k sanra Segun, said that Tundel thought that he*7-.;a was fat 16) a.
b. Tolu, so fun Segun, pe DupeL ro pe Q*i4r*r sanra Tolq told Segunl that Dupeu thought that he*i4pp was fat
As the above examples illustrate, languages do have different properties or requirements associated with lexical items in anaphoric constructions.
Lexical requirements in the interpretation of anaphora reflexives, reciptocals and intrunsitive (decausative) constructions in Spanish and English
Reflexives are generally obligatorily overt in English and Spanish. In English, however, the lexical properties of some verbs allow optional deletion or omission of the reflexive pronoun, if implied, while the equivalents of such verbs in Spanish do not (Whitley 1986: 176): t7)
A similar phenomenon occurs with reciprocals as well. The reciprocal and reflexive markers are homophonous in Spanish -isel and a plural reflexive may be ambiguous if emphasizers are not used. In any case such a marker has to be used explicitly (Whitley 1986:177't: t8)
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Todos se miraron Everyone looked at himselflherselfleach other Use of the English reciprocal marker is optional. It could be overt or implied:
They agreed (with each other) We argued (with each other) You got married (to each other) They fought (one another) Whitley (1986: 179) further draws attention to the obligatory retention of lselby verbs in Spanish Inhansitive or Decausative constructions. In English, however, the anaphora element is implied but obligatorily omitted for similar verbs in such constructions:
1e)
Ella se detuvo en el and6n El aluminio se ha fundido Los vasos se rompen El barco se hundir6 NOTE: The asterisks indicate that the bracketed ENGLISH She stopped (*herself) on the platform The aluminum has melted (*itself) Glasses break (* themselves) The boat will sink (*itself) forms are not allowed.
Differences in the obligatory/optional use or omission of reflexive, reciprocal, and inhansitive constructions are thus triggered by the lexical properties of the anaphora elements and the verbs that they occur with. These requirements differ from language to language and arc possible candidates for transfer in the use of anaphora in a second language.
The study

Hypotheses
One ofthe prevalent views in the 1960's was that the acquisition of a second language was greatly influenced by the linguistic properties of the learner's native language, with the implication then that errors inL2 would be predictable by a contrastive analysis of Ll and L2. This argument was based mainly on the strong version of the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH), which claimed that all L2 errors could be predicted by a systematic comparison between the native language and the target language. The CAH has since come under severe criticism primarily because of its lack ofpredictive powers. Not all differences between Ll and L2 result in errors, and the CAH could not predict the areas of differences between Ll and L2 that are likely to result in errors. In addition, some errors are evident only during the early stages of L2 acquisition while others persist in spite of increasing competence inL2. The CAH couid not predict which enors are likely to be temporary and which errors are likely to persist in spite of increasing competence in L2.
The primary goal of this study was to test whether the pragmatic and lexical rules of Ll would be transferred into L2.The saliency ofpragmatic constraints goveming pronominal co-indexation in subjunctive and pre-posed adjunct constructions in Spanish (a pragmatic language) could result in inappropriate transfer of such constraints in the interpretation of similar constructions in English (a syntactic language) by native Spanish speakers. Similarly, the striking differences between lexical requirements of anaphora elements and verbs in reflexive, reciprocal, and intransitive constructions in Spanish and English could trigger a transfer of such requirements in the grammaticality judgement of similar constructions in English by native Spanish speakers.
Two hypotheses were therefore evaluated by the studv:
Pragmatic Hypothesis Spanish speakers would transfer Spanish pragmatic constraints governing pronominal coindexation in their interpretation of subjunctive and pre-posed adjunct constructions in English.
Lexical Hypothesis Spanish speakers would transfer Spanish lexical requirements of anaphoric elements and verbs in their judgment of reflexive, reciprocal, and intransitive constructions in English.
In the event of evidence of transfer, the study additionally set out to determine if transfer ofpragmatic and lexical properties of Spanish would be evident only in leamers with lower English competence or in learners at different levels of competence in English.
use of contextual information in adult sentence interpretation
Research on adult sentence processing indicates that adults do make use of contextual information, when available, in attempting to resolve ambiguities in sentences in Ll (Altmann 1988; Taraban & McClelland 1988) . Altmann (1988) and Taraban & McClelland (1988) conducted studies involving the interpretation of potentially ambiguous sentences in English by native English speakers and concluded that subjects resolved potential ambiguities by utilizing semantic and contextual information provided. Adults thus do utilize contextual information in sentence interpretation in their Ll, and this study was designed to determine whether contextual information provided would prime the preferred interpretation of anaphora in L2 English. That is, the study additionally evaluates the use of contextual information in L2.
Experimental tasks
Three experiments -an act-out task, a corresponding written task, and a grammaticality judgement task -were administered. The first two tasks evaluated the porribl" transfer of Spanish pragmatic constraints in the interpretation of subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts in L2 English. The third task -grammaticality judgement task -evaluated the possible transfer of Spanish lexical rules governing reflexive, reciprocal, and intransitive constructions in L2 Enelish.
Act-out task
In the act-out task, subjects were instructed to act out English sentences, including subjunctive and pre-posed adjunct constructions, heard on audiotape using a doll family provided. There was a ten-second interval befween sentences used in this task and subjects were required to act the sentence out during this ten-second interval. This made it possible to test not only subjects' knowledge of the conventions governing co-indexation of pronominals but also their ability to process and interpret the test sentences within the time limit imposed. This presented the opportunity to evaluate whether transfer pragmatic constraints of L1 into L2 could have been triggered by subjects' inability to process the test sentences within the relatively short time provided without help from their Ll. The first section of this task contained sentences designated as control sentences. These were anaphoric constructions for which interpretation of pronominals was the same in English and Spanish. For example:
Post-posed Adjunct Clause with Pronominal Subject 21) Sue sings to Kate after she plays with the dog Pre-posed Adjunct Clause with Subject Anaphor 22) Before _ reading, Sue kisses dad
The expectation was that with similar constraints in English and Spanish, choice of antecedent should not be influenced by linguistic background or by proficiency level. The second section contained sentences classified as experimental sentences. These were anaphoric constructions in English with different co-indexation requirements for similar sentence types in Spanish. These were constructions containing a pronominal in subjunctive complement clauses and pre-posed adjunct clauses. Each experimental sentence was preceded by a lead sentence that contained the same verb as that in the experimental sentence thus promoting a link between the two sentences. However, half of the lead sentsnces contained contextual cues leading to an interpretation that promotes coindexation of the pronominal with the matrix subject in the experimental sentence. The verb in such lead sentences was used intransitively or with a direct or prepositional object argument corresponding to the argument structure of the verb in the following subjunctive or pre-posed adjunct clause. In addition, the subject NP in the lead sentence was the same as the matrix subject NP in the following experimental sentence to promote assignment of the subject in the lead sentence as subject of the one that followed. The other half of the lead sentences was designed to be neutral. The subject of the lead sentence and that of the following subjunctive or pre-posed adjunct construction were different. Without this lead, the antecedent of the pronominal could be either the matrix subject or object NP, or any external referent that agreed in gender with the pronominal. For this study, verbs used in the subjunctive constructions were restricted to those whose Spanish counterparts also tnggered the subjunctive mood. In the corresponding written task, subjects were presented with English sentences similar to those used in the act-out task. Like the act-out task, constructions used were classified as control or experimental sentences. Each sentence in this task was followed by a multiplechoice question requesting them to identiff the antecedent for the pronominal. The choices included both a subject and non-subject antecedents. For example (examples (27) and (28) A major difference between this task and the act-out task was that no time constraint was imposed for subjects to respond to the sentences. The primary reason for this was to see if there was a significant difference in the occurrence oftransfer between the oral and written tasks. A significantly higher incidence of transfer in the oral task compared to the written could be attributed to the inability to block out the influence of L1 pragmatics when time constraints were imposed. As such, the transfer of L 1 pragmatic constraints could have been triggered by processing difficulty created by the time constraints rather than by lack of knowledge of L2 conventions.
5. 3. 3. Grammaticality judgement tas k In the grammaticality judgement task, subjects were presented with a number of grammatical and ungrammatical sentences in English andwere askedtojudgewhethereach sentence was grammatical or not. Sentences used included overt and implied reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives, similar to the constructions discussed in section 7. Each sentence was to be ranked according to the scale:
Forthose ranked less than (4), subjects were expected to provide a grammatical equivalent or preferred alternative on the line below each sentence. Rica, and Venezuela. Levels of proficiency for the Spanish subjects were determined by a cloze test that was administered to all subjects (including the native English speakers) prior to the start of the experiments. Spanish speakers of two proficiency levels were used in order to evaluate the extent to which competence level inL2 played a role in interpreting anaphora it L2. There were no beginners used in this study because of the potential difficulty in understanding the English vocabulary and complexity of some of the constructions used in the experiments. Pragmatic and lexical rules play aprominent role in anaphoric relationships in Spanish. The establishment ofthese rules in L1 could lead native Spanish-speaking adults to assume that these rules are in operation inL2 English and hence transferred in their interpretation and use of anaphora in English.
7.7, Act-out and written tasks: Control sentences Control sentences were sentences for which co-indexation requirements were the same in English and in Spanish. They were used in the first section of the experimental tasks and included pre-posed adjunct clauses containing a null subject pronominal and post-posed adjunct clauses containing a lexical pronominal (See examples (21), (22), (27), and (28)). A pre-posed adjunct clause with a null subject obligatorily requires a subject antecedent in both English and Spanish. In a post-posed adjunct clause in both English and Spanish, a subject antecedent is the preferred, not obligatory, choice. Results are presented in tables I and 2. The percentage scores are followed by the total number of responses by the subjects combined for each sentence type, in parentheses, for each construction type: 9s.6% (4314s) The tests, however, did not reveal any significance in the performance of the three groups in the written task on the choice of subject antecedents for pre-posed adjuncts with null subjects. Choice of a subject antecedent was unanimous for the English subjects and overwhelming for both the advanced and intermediate groups. The significant difference in performance in the act-out task was definitely not the result of language transfer since Spanish obligatorily requires a subject antecedent in similar constructions. A plausible explanation here is that intermediate subjects erroneously selected more non-subject antecedents as a result ofprocessing constraints. In the act-out task, they had a limited time to select an antecedent (about 10 seconds) while they had unlimited time to select an antecedent for the written task. The pressure to select an antecedent within a limited time may have led to more erroneous choices.
Choice ofa subject antecedent forpost-posed adjuncts was the favourite for all three groups with comparable percentages in both the act-out and the written tasks. A one-way ANOVA test did not reveal any significant difference in the performance of the three subject groups.
Act-oat and written tasks: Experimental sentences
The act-out and written tasks evaluated the interpretation pronominals in subjunctive and pre-posed adjunct constructions in English by native Spanish speakers. Co-indexation requirements in such constructions are restricted by pragmatic constraints in Spanish while co-indexation in English generally adheres to structural constraints of the binding theory. Pragmatic constraints prohibit the choice of a subject antecedent for pronominals in subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts in Spanish. There are no such conshaints in English. On the contrary, a matrix subject, though not obligatory, is the preferred antecedent in such constructions. The study evaluated the possibility of transfer of Spanish pragmatic constraints in the interpretation of pronominals in English as articulated by the pragmatic hlpothesis is section 5. This hypothesis stipulated that the saliency ofpragmatic constraints governing co-indexation of pronominals in subjunctives and pre-posed adjunct constructions in Spanishwould lead Spanish speakers to assume that such constraints were in operation in English as well.
7.2.I. Interpretation of pronominals in subjunctive constructions
Results ofperformance on the subjunctive constmctions in the act-out and written tasks are presented in tables 3 and 4 respectively: 
82.2% (37t4s)
As expected, a subject antecedent was the overwhelming choice (95% or higher) for the English group in both the act-out and written tasks, regardless ofwhether there was a match between the subjects of the subjunctive and the lead sentence. This was not surprising as a subject choice is preferred in such constructions in English. A pragmatic requirement, however, prohibits a subject antecedent for a pronominal in subjunctives in Spanish. The Spanish subjects did not select a subject antecedent as frequently as the English subjects did; nevertheless, the choice of a subject antecedent was the preferred choice for both advanced and intermediate groups in both the act-out and written tasks, particularly the latter task. The intermediate group selected subject antecedents the fewest among the three groups. The difference in performance between the English and the intermediate groups in the act-out task with a subject match was 147o, but an independent t-test revealed no significant difference in the performance of these two goups (p. : .09). The difference in performance between the advanced and intermediate groups for sentences with no subject match in the written task was close to 160/o, but an independent t-test revealed no significant difference in the perforrnance ofthese two groups (p = .09).
Effects of contextual information were also apparent for the intermediate group in selecting a subject antecedent in the Written experiment. Their performance was l l percentage points better when contextual information was provided favouring a subject antecedent compared to when no such information was provided. This difference was however not statistically signifi cant.
Interpretation of pronominals in pre-posed adjunct constructions
Results ofperformance on the Pre-posed adjunct constructions are illustrated in tables 5 and 6: es.6% (43t4s)
The choice of a subject referent was predictably the overwhelming choice for the English speakers in both the act-out and written tasks, as this is the preferred choice in such constructions in English. Overt pronominals in pre-posed adjunct clauses in Spanish are however prohibited by a pragmatic requirement from having a matrix subject referent. In spite of different requirements in Spanish, the advanced goup demonstrated knowledge of a subject referent being the preferred choice in English. Their scores were comparable to (sometimes higher than) those recorded for the English group. Results for the intermediate $oup were mixed. A subject referent was clearly the preferred choice in both act-out and written task, regardless of contextual information. However, while their scores were generally comparable to those recorded by the English and the advanced groups in the constructions preceded by a lead sentence with a subject match in both the act-out and written tasks, their scores in the act-out task when no subject match was provided in the lead sentence was significantly lower. A one-way ANOVA test revealed a significant difference among the three groups: F (2,50) :5.97, p <.01. Independent t-tests fuither revealed the following significant differences: English There was no significant difference in choice of subject antecedents in the written task among the three groups. Statistical analyses were also conducted to evaluate the effects of contextual information in the choice of a subject referent. Scores for the selection of a subject referent when there was a subject match for the lead and experimental sentences were compared to scores for the selection of a subject referent when there was no such match. This was done forboth subjunctive and pre-posed adjunct constructions in both act-out and written tasks. Results of both the act-out and written tasks indicate an early reliance on L2 constraints governing co-indexation ofpronominals in subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts in English as evident in the performance of Spanish speakers at both intermediate and advanced competence levels in English. Pragmatic constraints, though salient in L1 (Spanish), were generally ignored. There was a strong preference for a subject referent for subjunctive and pre-posed adjunct constructions in English by both intermediate and advanced groups in the act-out and written tasks in spite of the different pragmatic requirements for similar constructions in Spanish. Percentage scores (of subject choice) for subjunctives and preposed adjqncts, which require obligatorily disjoint interpretation ofpronominals in Spanish, were comparable to the percentage scores recorded for post-posed adjuncts, which have no requirement of obligatorily disjoint interpretation of pronominals in Spanish.
The prediction of the pragmatic hypothesis that Spanish pragmatic constraints would be transferred into English was not supported by results of the act-out and written tasks. For the most part, both intermediate and advanced groups recorded scores comparable to the English group in the act-out and written tasks. Worthy of note however is that though the intermediate group selected more subject antecedents than they did nonsubject antecedents for pre-posed adjunct constructions in the act-out task, results still revealed a significant difference in their performance compared to the advanced and English groups when no subject match was provided. This was the only aspect ofboth the act-out and written tasks in which there was a significant difference in subject performance. As mentioned earlier, the act-out task had a ten-second interval between sentences during which subjects were required to act the sentences out. The pressure to act out sentences within this time constraint particularly when no contextual information was provided might have been a mitigating factor in the significant difference in performance between the intermediate group and the other groups. It is thus plausible to postulate that lower proficient L2learners may be more inclined transfer Ll pragmatic constraints in L2 when there are real-time processing constraints are imposed. In the written task, in which subjects had no time constraints, no significant difference was recorded in the performance of the three groups.
There was some evidence of the use of contextual information in resolving ambiguities in English anaphora. This was the case for the intermediate subjects. Their choice of subject referents for sentences with pre-posed adjuncts was likely enhanced as a result of saliency of the subject referent for constructions in which there was a subject match between the preceding lead sentence and the pre-posed adjunct construction. Use of contextual information was not an issue for the advanced subjects since their selection of subject referents was overwhelming for both subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts with and without a subject match with the preceding lead sentence.
There was also some effect, though not significant, of competence level in the overall performance of the Spanish subjects. The intermediate group had fewer subject choices (the prefened English choice) for subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts in both the act-out and the written tasks. A possible explanation is that less proficient subjects are more inclined to transfer Ll pragmatic properties than more proficient subjects.
.3. Grammaticality judgement task
English and Spanish reflexives are generally obligatorily overt although the lexical properties of some English verbs allow reflexives to be implied (omitted). The Spanish equivalents of such verbs obligatorily require an overt reflexive marker (see examples in (17)). A similar phenomenon occurs with reciprocals as well (see examples in (18) and (19)). In intransitive constructions in English, the requirement is for the anaphora element to be obligatorily implied (omitted); in Spanish, it is required to be obligatorily overt (see examples in (20)). The lexical hypothesis, articulated in section 5, stipulated that the striking differences between the lexical requirements of anaphora and verbs in reflexive, reciprocal, ffid intransitive constructions in Spanish and English would result in an inappropriate transfer of such lexical properties in the judgment of similar constructions in English by native Spanish speakers. In the grammaticality judgment task, subjects were instructed to award a score ranging from I to 4 based on their judgment of the grammaticality of these constructions. A score of 4 was an indication that the construction was completely acceptable as a grammatical sentence in English. A score of I signified that the construction was completely unacceptable as grammatical to the subject. A score of 3 indicated that the construction was somewhat acceptable while a score of 2 signified that the construction was somewhat unacceptable. A tabulation of the results outlined the percentage of sentences awarded the maximum score of 4 as well as the mean score for each construction type for the three groups used in the study: Native English speakers; Spanish speakers with intermediate proficiency in English, and Spanish"speakers with advanced proficiency in English. The prediction of the lexical hypothesis *u, fo1. very few scores of 4 to be awarded by the Spanish subjects and for their mean scores to be significantly lower than the mean scores of the English subjects for constructions with implied anaphora elements compared to constructions with overt anaphora elements.
7.3.1' Grammaticalityiudgment of constructions with overt/imptied reflexives
In reflexive constructions in English, if an implied reflexive is allowed, it is generally prefened over an overt reflexive. This was reflected on the scores of the English group in the grammaticality judgment task involving both constructions. See table 7: 
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The English group awarded the maximum score (4) 65% of the time with a mean score of 3.57 (out of a maximum of 4) for overt reflexives. The percentage and mean scores for implied reflexives were predictably but not significantly higher.
In spite of the differences between the lexical requirements of reflexive verbs in English and Spanish, both intermediate and advanced subjects demonstrated knowledge of not only the presence of implied reflexives but also the preference of such option in English. This knowledge was so strong that they had the tendency to reject grammatical overt reflexives. The grammaticality judgment task additionally requested subjects to rewrite, with suggested changes, all the sentences they awarded a score of less than 4. The overt reflexives that the Spanish subjects awarded less than 4 were generally re-written as implied reflexives. The percentages of sentences that both groups awarded the score of 4 were much higher for implied than for overt reflexives. The mean scores for implied reflexives were also higher.
The percentages and mean scores of the Spanish subjects for overt reflexives were for the most part significantly lower than scores recorded for the English subjects. A oneway ANOVA test indicated significant differences in the performance of the subjects on 3.4 the overt reflexives: F (2,50) :3.66, p < .05. Based on the rejection of the Levene's test, the tukey's test revealed significant difference in perfonnance on the overt reflexives for the English group (1.95) vs. the advanced group (1.11), p <.05.The advanced group consistently judged more implied reflexives as completely acceptable than the intermediate group did and was also less accepting of overt reflexives than the intermediate group. There was however no significant difference between the English and Spanish speakers on the implied reflexives.
On the basis of the performance of the Spanish subjects, one could conclude that they have likely developed a keen sensitivity to the lexical rules applied to English reflexives to an extent that they were guilty of hypercorrection. That is, they were very much aware of the preference for implied over overt reflexives that they might have mi s interpreted preference for accep tabi li ty. s3.3%(24t4s) 7s.6% (34t4s)
The English group predictably judged more constructions with implied reciprocals more acceptable in percentage and mean scores than constructions with overt reciprocals. Constructions with overt reciprocals were nevertheless generally judged acceptable. The English group awarded the maximum score (4)71 .7o/o of thetime for both overt reciprocals with a mean score of 3.67 . Percentage and mean scores implied reciprocals were higher. In spite of the different lexical requirements for reciprocal verbs in English and Spanish, Spanish subjects ftoth advanced and intermediate) demonstrated knowledge of the presence preference of implied reciprocals in English. As with the reflexive constructions, Spanish speakers at both proficiency levels in English tended to reject grammatical overt reciprocals and re-wrote the corrected versions as implied reciprocals. The percentage and mean scores for constructions with implied reciprocals were much higher than scores for overt and reciprocals. There was no support for the predictions ofthe 3.63 lexical hypothesis that Spanish speakers would transfer the lexical requirements for Spanish verbs and anaphora elements in reciprocals in the use of reciprocals in English by native Spanish speakers.
The percentages and mean scores of both Spanish groups were generally significantly iower than scores recorded for the English subjects. A one-way ANOVA test also indicated significant differences in the performance of the subjects on the overt reciprocals: F (2,50) :3.16, p : .05. A conservative Dunnet T3 revealed a significant difference in performance on the overt reciprocals for the English group (2.15) vs. the advanced group (1.39), p <.05.The advanced group consistently judged more implied reciprocals as completely acceptable than the intermediate group did. The advanced group further judged fewer overt reciprocals as completely acceptable compared to the intermediate group. There was no significant difference in the judgment of implied reciprocals between the English and Spanish speakers'
As was postulated for the reflexive constructions, the Spanish subjects had likely developed a keen sensitivity to the lexical rules applied to English reciprocals and were probably guilty of hypercorrection in judging overt reciprocals as less than completely acceptable. As with the reflexive constructions, they might have misinterpreted preference for acceptability. The English control group demonstrates knowledge of this requirement as they awarded a maximum score (a) Jnly 5% of the time for overt intransitives compared to 9l -7o/o of the time for implied intransitives. The mean scores also reflected this knowledge'.2.73 for overt intransitives compared to 3.93 for implied intransitives.
Inspite ofthe different lexicalrequirements forinhansitives in Spanish andEnglish, Spanish speakers at different competence levels were aware of the English lexical requirements and, like the English subjects, consistently rejected sentences with overt anapbora elements and awarded impressive mean and percentage scores to sentences with implied anaphora elements. Both groups awarded the maximum score (4) over 85% of the time with mean scores not much different from those of the English group. The judgment of the Spanish subjects thus did not provide support for the lexical hypothesis that the Spanish lexical requirement ofobligatory retention ofthe anaphora elements in intransitives would be transferred in the use of such constructions in English.
An interesting revelation was that the intermediate group awarded a much higher mean (2.99) for overt intransitives than the advanced and the English groups, which recordedmeans of2.46 and2.13 respectively. Theintermediategroup furtherjudged28.gYo of overt intransitives as completely acceptable (i.e. a score of 4 was awarded). This was much higher than percentage scores judged as such by the advanced (1.9%) and English (5%) groups. A one-way ANOVA test indicated significant differences in the performance of the subjects on the overt intransitives: F (2,50):7.44, p < .001. The Dunnet T3 test revealed a significant difference in the performance of the intermediate and advanced groups on the overt intransitive constructions: Advanced (.06) vs. intermediate (.87), p < .05. Nevertheless, the intermediate group's score for the overt inhansitives was much lower than its score for implied intransitives. There was no significant difference among the performance of the different groups on implied intransitives. Both Spanish and English subjects were aware that these sentences, included in the experiments as fillers, were ungrammatical as is evident in the low scores recorded across the board.
Discussion of results on grammaticality judgement task
Results of the grammaticality judgement task revealed that native Spanish speakers, at different proficiency levels in English, were aware of the different lexical of verbs and anaphora elements in reflexive, reciprocal, and inhansitive constructions in English and Spanish. This was evident in the performance of Spanish speakers at both intermediate and advanced competence levels in English. Grammaticalityjudgements of English sentences with implied reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives by Spanish subjects at both competence levels were to a large extent similar to the judgments of the native English speakers in spite of the fact that such constructions are not allowed in Spanish. Overt reflexives and reciprocals, which are obligatory in Spanish but less preferred in English, were sometimes rej ected and generally awarded lower percentage and mean scores than the implied reflexives and reciprocals. Overt anaphora elements in intransitives, which are obligatory in Spanish but prohibited in English, were generally rejected by native Spanish speakers in their judgement of intransitive constructions in English. There was thus no support for the lexical hypothesis that striking differences between lexical requirements in reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives would trigger a transfer of the Spanish lexical properties in the use of similar properties in English as L2.
There was some effect of competence level in the overall performance of the Spanish subjects. The Intermediate group awarded fewer scores of 4 for implied reflexives and reciprocals and recorded lower mean scores as well. These differences were however not significant. More importantly, though, the Intermediate group accepted a significantly larger number of overt intransitives, which are allowed in English but not in Spanish. It is unlikely that this was due to transfer since they awarded scores of 4 for implied intransitives much more frequently than they did for overt intransitives. The mean for implied intransitives was much higher as well. A likely explanation is that they might have over-generalized the rule for reflexives and reciprocals to include intransitives. The lexical items used for these three constructions in Spanish are homophonous -/se/. They may have therefore concluded that the properties of reflexives and reciprocals were also inherent in intransitives, i.e. that overt reflexives and reciprocals, and, by implication, intransitives, were less preferred but not ungrammatical.
Concluding remarks
Results of the study indicated either a relatively early acquisition of English pragmatic and lexical requirements governing the interpretation of anaphora or an early realization that Spanish pragmatic and lexical constraints did not transfer into English. Contrary to the predictions of the pragmatic and lexical hypotheses, Spanish speakers demonstrated an early awareness of the different requirements for the anaphoric resolution in English. They were aware that the pragmatic constraints governing co-indexation in subjunctives and preposed adjuncts were not applicable in English, and that the different lexical requirements governing the use of anaphoric elements in reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives were different in Spanish and English. There was no evidence of transfer of L1 pragmatic and lexical constraints intoL2. The intermediate group further demonstrated the inclination to utilize contextual information, when available, in the act-out task involving pre-posed adjuncts.
This study evaluated in part the possibility of transfer of pragmatic constraints governing co-indexation of anaphora from Spanish -a'pragmatic' language -to Englisha 'slmtactic' language. Results indicated that Spanish speakers were able to ignore the pragmatic constraints of Spanish and rely primarily on the structural constraints of English in their interpretation of pronominals in subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts in English. Co-indexation of pronominals in subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts in Spanish -a null pronominal language -is governed by the principles of emphaticness and contrast (discussed in section 3.3). English -a non-null pronominal language -does not have an altemation of overt and null pronominals in the same position in a sentence. The Spanish subjects, who were categonzed as having intermediate and advanced competence in English, were aware that these principles did not apply in English. One could hypothesize then that the transfer of Spanish pragmatic rules for anaphoric resolution occurs before the realization that English, a non-pronominal language, does not apply these principles. To test this hypothesis, this study would have to be replicated with the inclusion of an additional group of subjects -Spanish speakers who are beginner learners of English.
Results of the study further revealed that speakers of a 'pragmatic' Ll did not have difficulty with anaphoric co-indexation in a 'slmtactic' L2. That is, speakers of a 'pragmatic' Ll could successfully block the transfer of Ll pragmatic constraints intoL2.
What is not certain, however, is whether the reverse would be true: Whether speakers of a 'syntactic' L1 would have difficulty acquiring a 'pragmatic' L2, tn which pragmatic conshaints further restrict the structural constraints on co-indexation ofpronominals. Future research involving native English speakers interpreting pronominals in subjunctives and pre-posed adjuncts in Spanish could provide additional information on the possible successful acquisition and application of pragmatic constraints inL2. Resuits further indicated a successful blocking of the transfer of Ll (Spanish) lexical properties of obligatory retention of anaphora in reflexives, reciprocals, and intransitives into L2 (English). Futureresearchcouldbe extendedto evaluatethepossibility of native English speakers transferring the lexical properties of optional and obligatory deletion of anaphora in similar constructions in Spanish. Now I'm going to say two things; wait till I finish and make them do the last thing I say 7. The family loves eating fruits After he eats an orange, Tom 24.His assignment didn't thelazy student on time hand in
